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DETAILED ACTION 

Specification 

The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 
• Page 14, lines 27-29: "If the user has not opted to have the text 

presented without the video, then the video and text is presented to the 
user" should read: "If the user has not opted to have the text presented 
without filtering text from the video, then the video and text is presented 
to the user". 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 3, 5, 10, 12, 17 and 19 recite the limitation "output data" in lines 1-2. 
There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. It is suggested that 
the claims be reworded to read: "The method as recited in claim [give appropriate claim 
number], wherein the step of outputting the associated text data comprises outputting a 
plurality of sets of text data. . ." 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 
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Claims 1, 8, and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Rogers (U.S. Patent 5,915,256). 

As per claim 1, Rogers discloses a method where multimedia data is received 
containing associated text data. (See Rogers, Figure 2, and Column 4, lines 23-27). 
The associated text data is extracted from the multimedia data (See Rogers, Column 4, 
lines 56-63) and is outputted without the moving images from the multimedia data. (See 
Rogers, Figure 9, and Column 5, lines 56-59). 

As per claim 8, Rogers discloses a computer program product in a computer 
readable media for the invention as described in the rejection of claim 1 . (See Rogers, 
Figure 1, and Column 4, lines 9-21). 

Claim 15 is rejected on the same basis as claim 8. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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Claims 2-7, 9-14, and 16-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Rogers (U.S. Patent 5,915,256) as applied to claims 1 , 8, and 15 
above, and further in view of Gibbon (U.S. Pub. No. 2004/0078188 A1). 

As per claim 2, Rogers discloses the limitations of claim 1 as described above. 
Rogers does not disclose expressly that the associated text data is made up of a 
number of sets of text data, or that the step of outputting the associated text data 
includes outputting a single video frame from the multimedia corresponding to one of 
the sets of text data. Gibbon discloses a system where the text data is comprised of a 
number of sets of data. (See Gibbon, Page 7, paragraph 0109). The sets of text data 
are presented to the user along with a single video frame corresponding to one of the 
sets of text data. (See Gibbon, figure 14). Rogers and Gibbon are analogous art 
because they come from the same field of endeavor of determining alternate methods 
to present multimedia data to a user. At the time of the invention it would have been 
obvious to combine the data extraction and output method of Rogers with the data 
segmentation of Gibbon. The motivation for doing so would have been to make it easier 
for the user to browse the text information in a compact form while maintaining the 
intended meaning. (See Gibbon, page 7, paragraph 0109-0111). Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to combine Gibbon with Rogers for the benefit of improved output 
presentation to obtain the invention as specified in claim 2. 

Claim 9 is rejected on the same basis as claims 2 and 8. 

Claim 16 is rejected on the same basis as claims 2 and 15. 
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As per claim 3, Rogers discloses the limitations of claim 1 as described above. 
Rogers does not disclose expressly that the several sets of output data are presented to 
the user simultaneously. Gibbon discloses a system where the text data is comprised 
of a number of sets of data. (See Gibbon, Page 7, paragraph 0109). Gibbon also 
discloses that the data segments are shown to the user simultaneously. (See Gibbon, 
page 8, paragraph 0123). Rogers and Gibbon are analogous art because they come 
from the same field of endeavor of determining alternate methods to present multimedia 
data to a user. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to combine the 
data output method of Rogers with the data presentation of Gibbon. The motivation for 
doing so would have been to allow the user to view multiple segments of data 
simultaneously, thus providing coherency to the data content. (See Gibbon, page 8, 
paragraph 0124). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Gibbon with 
Rogers for the benefit of improved data representation to obtain the invention as 
specified in claim 3. 

Claim 10 is rejected on the same basis as claims 3 and 8. 

Claim 17 is rejected on the same basis as claims 3 and 15. 

As per claim 4, Rogers and Gibbon disclose the limitations of claim 3 as 
described above. Gibbon also discloses that the several sets or segments of data are 
presented in separate frames. (See Gibbon, figure 16 and page 8, paragraph 0122). 

Claim 1 1 is rejected on the same basis as claims 4 and 10. 

Claim 18 is rejected on the same basis as claims 4 and 17. 
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As per claim 5, Rogers discloses the limitations of claim 1 as described above. 
Rogers does not disclose expressly that the output data is made up of a number of sets 
of data, or that each set of data is presented to the user individually in a sequential 
order. Gibbon discloses a system where the text data is comprised of a number of sets 
of data. (See Gibbon, Page 7, paragraph 0109). Gibbon also discloses that each set of 
data is presented to the user individually in a sequential order. (See Gibbon, page 7, 
paragraphs 01 16-01 17). Rogers and Gibbon are analogous art because they come 
from the same field of endeavor of determining alternate methods to present multimedia 
data to a user. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to combine the 
data output method of Rogers with the data segmentation and presentation of Gibbon. 
The motivation for doing so would have been to allow the user to view the data in 
chronological order. (See Gibbon, page 7, paragraph 0116). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to combine Gibbon with Rogers to allow the output data to be presented 
to the user in a logical progression to obtain the invention as specified in claim 5. 

Claim 12 is rejected on the same basis as claims 5 and 8. 

Claim 19 is rejected on the same basis as claims 5 and 15. 

As per claim 6, Rogers and Gibbon disclose the limitations of claim 5 as 
described above. Gibbon also discloses that the next set or segment of data in the 
sequential order is presented in response to an action by the user to display the next set 
of data. (See Gibbon, page 7, paragraph 01 1 7). 

Claim 13 is rejected on the same basis as claims 6 and 12. 

Claim 20 is rejected on the same basis as claims 6 and 19. 
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As per claim 7, Rogers discloses the limitations of claim 1 as described above. 
Rogers does not disclose expressly that the step of extracting the associated text data 
includes parsing the multimedia data to determine the associated text data and 
discarding any moving image data. Gibbon discloses that the text data is extracted 
from the multimedia data and is stored and presented separately from the moving 
image data. (See Gibbon, figure 5, element 5040, and page 3, paragraph 0037). ). 
Rogers and Gibbon are analogous art because they come from the same field of 
endeavor of determining alternate methods to present multimedia data to a user. At the 
time of the invention it would have been obvious to combine the data extraction method 
of Rogers with the data division, storage and presentation of Gibbon. The motivation for 
doing so would have been to divide the differing types of data for the purpose of 
enhancing the data storage and retrieval process. (See Gibbon, page 3, paragraph 
0035, and figure 4). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Gibbon with 
Rogers for the benefit of improved data storage to obtain the invention as specified in 
claim 7. 

Claim 14 is rejected on the same basis as claims 7 and 8. 
Claim 21 is rejected on the same basis as claims 7 and 15. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 
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• Dimitrova (U.S. Patent 6,363,380 B1) discloses a system with story 
segmentation capability. 

• Nelson (U.S. Patent 6,243,713 B1) discloses a system and method for 
multimedia document retrieval and indexing for queries containing various 
data types. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Laurie Ries whose telephone number is 703-605- 
1238. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday from 7:00am to 
3:30pm. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR 
only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov . Should you have any questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free), si^r^ / /I 
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